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ABSTRACT

The hypothesis that lessons vhich demand student
involvement throudgh l}eading a short discussion ot required reading
vould result in greater attitude change in a liberal direction than
¥ould lussons taught by the lecture/discussion method was tested.
Using meuwbers of tour sections of a university course in
corpunjication, three sectionec received lessons about freedom of
speech while the tourth saction served as a control group. Two of the
experimeutal aroups were assigned to the lecture/discussion method,
and one was asuigned to a reports on readings by students/discussion
method. Tvo of the experimental groups and the control group were
prtetested as to attitudes concerning free speech issues, and all fow
groups wete posttested. As in a previous study, all three
experimental groups vho bhad participated in free-~speech lessons
shoved attitude shifts in a libeval directicn. The report/discussion
croup had the hijhest posttest uean. All experimental groups showed
more petmissive attitudes than djid the contiol group. An appendix
Fresents the questionnaire used to measure the studentst attitudes,
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Recently reported research indicates that lesscas ubout freedom of
speech scem to ave a slightly liberalizing effect on stidents' atritudes about
fice speech issves,” However this research dealt only with lessons presented
Jsing the lecture/discussion method. As y=t there is no research dealing with
) the effects of lessons about freedon of speech when taugat using nther teach-
. . ing mzthods. Since the lecture/discussion method affords the oppcrtunity for
. irdividual students to remain relatively uninvelved in class activities 3¢ they
v ) : choose to do so, the prerent study was designed to datermine if teaching tecii-
; stiques which demand varying amounts of involvement ia class activitics by
students would result in differcnt amounts of attitude change about free speech
issues, Specifically, it was hypothesized that lessons which de =and involve -

meunt by requiring each student to Iead @ shott discussion apout an assigned

\°*j reading would rcsult in a greater attitude change ir & liberal direction than

wculd lessons taught in the lecture/3discuss.cn fachion in whick the irstructor
S 3\ iectures and students participate in ciass discussion only if they choose to do
< T \:(‘ so. Since attitu.!2 changes in the earlicr study were not statistically signifi-
0
0
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cant, a second purpose of the present study was to determine if the changes
observed in the carlier study, however slight they may have been, would again
be exhiirited Ly students who participated in the {ree speech lessons when
compared tc a control group.

Subjects

- The subjects in the expiriment coasisted of members of four sections
) ' of th2 basic course in communicatica ot Ohio University during the spring
Lo e quarter of 1962, At the time the course was cne of two from which students
) S \LJ could chooze to f. Mill a gracuaticn require-nent, so the subjects were falrly
representative of the student body of Chio Jaiversity.

R " - !_\ The Lisi 1sirumont for Mea<urjr19 I\tiit_u_dgs

T P '_' Subjects' attitudes were meacured with a questionnaire desiened oy

’ T the experlrenter (sce Appendix A). It conslsted of 25 statemerts al 1t free
spcech {ssues, The suvjects responded to each of tie statements “vith ratings
<’ aom 1l te § to indicate their agreement or disagreement with. cach cf the
statenents. Twelive of the ftems were worded so that a imv rating indicated a
permissive uttitude and thirteen were worded so that a higher rating {+ ticated
a permissive attitude toward the free speech issue. The questionnaire was
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scored so that most permirsive responses received a score cf five while least
vermissive responses received a score of one. Thus, the possible range of
zrores was frem 25 to 125, The subjects' responses ranged from 60 to 123,
The mean was 91.75 and the standard deviationwas 14,50, Tihe split-half
reliakility coefficient corrected with the Spearman-Brown fermula was . 89.
Lach of the twenty-five items correlated positively with overall test scare.
These test statistics were all computed using the pretest responses. Since
the questionnaire requires an overt and direct response to a wide variety ot
issues related to f.eedom of speech, it was feit that a single score for each
sukject based on all of the items could be corsidered a valid reflection of the

subject's attitude townrd frecedom of speech.

fe e e

Methods

The ('.’;sign of the expetisent was a modification of the Solamen Four-
Greup desian.“ The trectrients are described in Table 1.

Table 1

THE TREATMENTS

Group Pretost Treatment " _Pngttest
1 Yes Tecture by the instructor Yes

with discussions

2 Yes rReports on readings by Yes
students with discussicn

3 No Lecture >y the instructor Yes ;)
with discussions

4 Yes No lessons . Yes

'
Three of the sections received lessons about freedom of speech while |
the fourth section served as a control group which took beoth the pretest and

the postteslt but did not heve the free speech lessons.

The number of subjects cn wi ich the analysis was based was the
number in each section which took ti:2 pretest and the posttest. Subjects
were randomly discarded {o equalize the number of subjects in the groups.
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The three scctions taugnt by the experimenter were randomly assiqned
te the three experimental treatments. The fourth group was a randomly sclected
section of the introductory course which was tested at the sama time as the
experimental grovos,

In the lecture/discussion sections the experimenter lectesed and led
the class discussion. The subjects were encouraged to read articles which
had been placed in tie reserve roon. at the library. In the report/discussion
scction cach subject was reguired to lead the class tor 10 minutes during
which he presented a brief summary of an article he had read and 'ed discussicr
cn the topic of the readiny. Subjects chose their reading assigrnments from a
list provided by the instructer.3 The investigater spoke minimally in the
report/discussion classes.

All of the pretests were administered the first day of classes, duriag
the spring quarter, 1969. The subjects who received the free specch lessons
were all required to buy and read a text about freedom of speech.” During the
fifth ard sixth weeks <f classes, three fifty-minute cless periods werc used
for the lessons about frecedom of speech, One class period was devetad to
academic {recedom; one was devoted to speech that endangers national
sccurity; and one was devoted to offensive communication and zeasorship.

Al of the lessons were informative in nature. Cn the class period immcediately
following the third class period, all subjects were again tosted with the frec
spcech attitude questionnaire and given a subject matter test over the contents
of the discussions and the rcadings.

desulls

The means and stancard deviations {or the four groups are found in
Table 2.

The pretest means of the pretested group were alrost identical,
Analysis of var ‘ance indicated that there were no overall differences among
the four posttest means. Sce Table 3.

E . The orimary interest of the study was the assessrmicnt of differences
} bhetween the tvro teaching methiods so a t-test was computed desyite the {act
N . ' i that no overall differcace amony the four means was found. The t-test

; : indicated therc was no significant diffcrence between the postt:st mcans for
the pretested groups taught by the two Jdifferent methods,

o . ' The sccond purpose of the present study was to dotermine if the
oo : differences noted in the carlior study would again ke found. ]n the earlicr
{ Lo ) study, all three of the sections which participated in frce speoech iessons had

attitude shifts in a libcral dircction,? The same thing occurred in the rresent
* study. As determined by using the binomial distribution, the chang4foi ajl
stk posttest means differing from the pretest means in a given direction is

e e < 8 o s mva dan "
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lcss than five in one hundred.?

Table 2

MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS FOR
THE GROUEPBS

Pretest Posttest
Group N Mean _ _ s.d. N Mean  s.d.
}ecture/discussinan 12 91.235 9.54 12 33 .42 10.26
Report/discussion 12 91.50 25.16 12 98.25 15.13
Lecture/discussion 12 no pretest 12 94.33 13.99
Control group 12 92.00 11.92 12 88.33 1b6.14
Table 3

SUMMARY OF VARIANCE FOR DIFFLRENCES AMONG MEAN POSTTEST
SCCRES FOR THE FOUR GROUPS

Source Sum of Syuares df Mear _Square r
Beiween groups 620.416 3 206.805 1.00
Within Groups 9,093.504 44 205,671
Total 9,713.920 47

Discussion

Although the four posttest r.eans in the present study did not differ
significantly from onc anoliier, the chifts of the means were all as would be
expected. The lecture/discussion group that was not pretested resporded
slightly more permissively thian did the pretested lecture/discussion group.T

\
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Of major interest is the posttest mean of the report/discussion group. This
group had the highest pnstiest mean. The posttest mean for the no-treatment
group wos lower than its pretest mean. This might logically be attributed to a
regression effect toward the score of 75, the median score of the questionnaire's
pessible range of 25 to 125. All of the groups receiving i{rce spoech lessons of
any klnd indicated more permissive attitudes than did the contrel group.

In conclusion it appecars that lessons about freadom of spoech may be
depended upon to change students' attitudes toward free specch issues siightly
in a liberal direction. It further appears that the amount of student invo'verment

: and activity during those lessons might b2 an important factor in the amount of
' change elicited. In the present study, the greater student involvement arnd
activity in the report/discussion classes resulted in greater change than in
any of the other groups examined. An important limit of the present study was
the fact that all of the experimental groups in the study were instructed by the
investigator who was fully aware of the exp:rimental hypotheses. Despite
concerted attempts to control behavior that might blas results, one can never
be sure that such control has been adequate. Thercfore, future research cealing
v/ith effects of various methods of teaching about freciom of speech on free
speech attitudes miaht reexamine the cffects of the two methods vsed hers with
a "double-blind" approach in whizh the instiactors as well as the students are
unawara of the design of the experiment or the hypotheses being tested. Future
rescarch might also profitavly direct its attention to the eflects of other types
of teaching techniques not examired in this study.

Appendix A

Name Age Sex ___ Class
Date Sccticon

Below are some statements concerning freedom of speech. On the line to the
left of each statement, write a number from 1 to 5 to reflect how you {eel about
cach statement. Be sure to respond to cach statement. These numbers should
have the followlng mcanings:

I totally disagrce with this statement.

T disagrece more than ! agrce with this statement.
Idon't know.

. iagree more than [ disagree with this slatement.
1 totally agree with this statement.

V0N

* 1. Frcedom of speech should be denied to those swho abuse it.

* 2, There {s some literature that i{s obscenc so censorship for the

E
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b . ‘, public gocd is desirable.
“Lj[f'. : _ 3. Communists should have free speech juarantecd them in the United K
P . ' States. i
Sraire's :
wne ot 4. loyalty caths are a serious abridgmen* of academic freedom. ",

L L ) 5. The right to distribute racist, hate literature should be protected as !

} ‘ an aspect of free speech. ' B
!
i . ' __ €. Academic .rcedom should protect the right to discuss subversive ideas
ko ! alien 1o Amcrican democracy.
[
: ) * 7. Trecdom of s.2cch should oaly be vranted to loyal citizens.,
. ; *__ 8. If suine penr  find someone's speech offensive, that spcech should
i : net be guar © ~»d the pretection of free speech,
AR
o }
."1311 g : __* 9, TFree socech should be denicd those who propose the restriction of
W . -
. ce spucech.
with : {re e
-I”z“' : 10. Atheists should be allowed to teach in public schools.
uiure
bes ‘ _ 11. Censorship is a scrious restriction on artistic freedom,
* 12. People who oniy find fault without offering colutions are misusing
their right to {ree speech.,
. ® 13, It isreasoralble to suspect the logalty of a laywer who represents
e ' accused communists before a congresslonal committee.
. 14. The political beliefs of university faculty members sheuld not be
. investigated.,
r eut
nald : * 15. Publications describing positive aspects of homosexuality shaoid be ‘

banned from newstands. :

16. Communists sheuld be allowed to teach in rublic schools under the
same cenditions as everyone else.

* 17. Groups of persoas who disagree with our form of government should
be prchibited from holding public meetings.

- * __]8'. It should be jllegal to speak against racfal or religlous groups.

19, Communist newspapers and Jiterature should be available to anyone ;
desiring then.

e emm - -
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20. Without academic freedom, society would suffer greatly.
21. Our laws are too strict about obscere literature and films.

* 22, There is generally little reason to hear minority opinions since
. . they usually contribute little and only slow down decision making.

* 23. Conic books and literature for children sheuld be screened by a
. goverrment agency before publication to decrease the amourg of
. . objecticnable material.

24. Govemment wire-tapping should he opposed.

e 25. It would be all right for junfor high school age students to rcad
Playboy magazine.

*To reilect a permissive attitude it 1s necessary to disagrec with these itemns.
; ) Herce for these items a rating of 1 is converted toa S in scoring; 2 is conver-
t>1 to a score of 4; etc.

FOOTNOTES

1Ch;.r]es M. Rossiter, Jr., "Teaching Al out 'reedom of Specch in tw
o Basic Course, " 1969 Yearbook of the Freedom of Specch Ceommnittec of the
Speech Association of America, eds. George P. Rice and Haig Bosmajian, pp.
56-61.

Zp. T. Campbell, "Pactors Relevant to the Validity of Experiments
in Social Settings, " Psychological Bulletin, 54 (July, 1957), pp. 297-312.

T . i 3The readings were all from textbooks that dealt with frecdon of
' v speech and were sclected for their objective aralyses of free speoch issues.
. The selcctions were informative in nature, advocating neither a conservative
i nor lieeral vicewpeint. Milton R, Konvitz, "Loyalty Qaths and Guilt by Assccrs
tion," in M. Konvitz, Fundamcntal Tiberties of a free People, (lthica, N.Y.:
Cornell University Fress, 1956), pp. 229-268, would be typical of the reaci;

4Robert M. O'Neil, Frce Specch; Responsible Communication Unider
law, (New York: Bobbs-Mo2rrill, Inc., 1966).

5Rossitcr, p. 59.
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8 The metied used is the sign test doscribed in N. M. Downie and F.
W. Heath, Basic Statistiva] Mecthods, (New York: Harper & Raw, 1959), .,
208-202. The probability was determined by using Pascal's triangle in
Downie and Heath, pp. 106-107,
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